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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 2, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Adams et al (US Patent 3913153). 

Adams et al teach a control system for a hospital bed comprising a 
microprocessor 17 and control logic 18 for driving a plurality of motors 11-13 that adjust 
the position of the bed, and a power source connected to leads 31/32, which is 
transformed to appropriate voltage levels to power the different electronic elements. 

Claim 2, Adams et al describe in column 5 lines 18-29 that the voltage applied to 
leads 31 /32 lies within 1 1 5 to 1 20 volts AC and 90 to 1 30 volts. 

Claim 4, Adams et al teaches that they electronic controller would move the bed 
based on information from the position indicating means, therefore is inherent the 
logic/master circuits includes some form of memory device in order to store positions 
occupied by the various parts of the bed. 

3. Claims 10 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Fromson (US Patent 5600214). 
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Fromson teaches an adjustable bed comprising microcomputer/control logic 80 
for driving a plurality of motors 24/25/28/29 and a receiver 43 for receiving command 
signals from a remote control 32. 

Claim 14, Fromson describes memory 82 for receiving and storing operational 
information. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adams 
et al (US Patent 3913153). 

Adams et al discloses the claimed invention except for a means for connecting 
two bed controllers. It would have been obvious to one person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention was made to connect two different controllers for operating 
the bed, since it has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a 
device involves only routine skill in the art. Regis Paper Co v. Bemis Co, 193 USPQ 8. 

6. Claims 5, 6, 9, 20, 21 , 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Adams et al (US Patent 3913153) and Smith et al (US Patent 
6544200). 
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Claims 5, 6, 9, the difference between Adams et al and the claimed language of 
claim 5 is that claim 5 recites connecting the bed controller to a detection system that is 
mounted on the frame of said bed. 

Smith et al teaches a controller for a hospital bed comprising a series of sensing 
means 400 mounted on the bed for detecting the presence of patients by detecting an 
ambient temperature change inside the bed. 

Claims 20, 21, 23, and 24, Adams et al describe an adjustable bed and motors 
for adjusting the position of the bed. Smith et al describe various detection systems for 
detecting the presence of humans inside the bed by detecting an ambient temperature 
change inside the bed. Smith et al shows in figure 1 and 4 the detection systems being 
enclosed 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one person of ordinary skill in the art to 
connect a plurality of sensors to a bed, since said sensors would provide a caregiver 
with a monitoring system that detects changes in the state of a patient. 

7. Claims 1 1-13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fromson (US Patent 5600214). 

Fromson discloses the claimed invention except for the frequency range. It 
would have been obvious to one person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to choose the frequency between 418Mhz-433Mhz, since it has 
been held that where the general condition of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, 
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discovering the optimum or workable range involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

Fromson discloses the claimed invention except for a means for connecting two 
bed controllers. It would have been, obvious to one person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to connect two different controllers for operating the 
bed, since it has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a 
device involves only routine skill in the art. Regis Paper Co v. Bemis Co, 193 USPQ 8. 

8. Claims 7?,2l ararejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Adams et al (US Patent 3913153) and Smith et al (US Patent 6544200) as applied to 
claims 5, 6, and 9 above, and further in view of Lee (US Patent 5742055). 

The difference between claims and the teachings of Adams et al and Smith et al 
is that claim 7 requires that the detection system being a pyroelectric sensor. 

Lee teaches a device for sensing the position of a human body using infrared 
sensor 12. 

It would have obvious to choose to use a pyroelectric sensor for sensing the 
presence of humans inside the bed frame, since pyroelectric sensors sense changes in 
temperature that could be produce the movement of a human on the bed. 

Claim 8, Smith et al and Lee describe enclosures for their detection systems. 

9. Claims 15, 16, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fromson (US Patent 5600214) and Smith et al (US Patent 6544200). 
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Claims 15, 16, and 19, the difference between Fromson and the claimed 
language of claim 5 is that claim 5 recites connecting the bed controller to a detection 
system that is mounted on the frame of said bed. 

Smith et al teaches a controller for a hospital bed comprising a series of sensing 
means 400 mounted on the bed for detecting the presence of patients by detecting an 
ambient temperature change inside the bed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one person of ordinary skill in the art to 
connect a plurality of sensors to a bed, since said sensors would provide a caregiver 
with a monitoring system that detects changes in the state of a patient. 
10. Claims 17 and 18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fromson (US Patent 5600214) and Smith et al (US Patent 6544200 as applied to claims 
15, 16, and 19 above, and further in view of Lee (US Patent 5742055). 

The difference between claim 17 and the teachings of Fromson and Smith et al is 
that claim 17 requires that the detection system being a pyroelectric sensor. 

Lee teaches a device for sensing the position of a human body using infrared 
sensor 12. 

It would have obvious to choose to use a pyroelectric sensor for sensing the 
presence of humans inside the bed frame, since pyroelectric sensors sense changes in 
temperature that could be produce the movement of a human on the bed. 

Claim|8, Smith et al and Lee describe enclosures for their detection systems. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/621 ,336 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2837 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The documents cited in form PTO-892 describe other controllers 
for controlling an adjustable bed. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rina I Duda whose telephone number is 571-272-2062. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Martin can be reached at 571-272-2107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




